
August 4, 2000 

l ix  I’arte Submission 

Magalic Roman Salas, Secrclary 
17ctlcral Cominunicatioiis Conimission 
445 12“’Street, S.W. 
Washington, D.C. 20554 

Re: Ex Pur@ CC Docket No. 96-98, Implcmentation ofthe Local 
Competition Provisions o f  the ’Teleconioiuiiicalions Act o l  1996; 
CC Docket No. 98-147, Deployment o f  Wiielinc Services Ofreling 
Advanced ~~clccorn~iiu~iicatio~is Capabilitv 

Ucar Ms. Salas: 

Tliis letter provides Cui~tlier information regarding the obligation of incumbent 
LECs (“ILECs”) to provide noiidiscriininatory access to tlie unbundled network element 
platromi (“UNE-P“) Tor use by CLECs i n  providing both voice and data services over a 
single loop. Commission action is necessary to prevent ILECs from extending their 
monopoly over lraditional POTS services to new advanced services i n  a maimer that 
ensures that only the ILECs and their data alfiliates will be able to realize the full benefits 
or  llcw tccillloiogy. 

I .  --Sup,olicd Splittcrs 

AT&T’s petitions Tor l~CC6nSideraliOli and clarification of the Coinmission’s UNE 
Rclnand Ordcr’ and Line Sharing Ordcr’ seck, among other things, Conmission action 
requiring lLECs to cooperate h l ly  in  enabling UNE-P CLECs to provide voice and data 
services over a single loop as swinly, seamlessly, reliably, and economically as when an 

Iiiii,lciiiciitatioii of the Local Competition Provisions or the ’Tclecomiiii~iiic~~tioiis Act 
or  1996, l‘hii-d Ileport and Otdei-, I5 FCC Rcd 3696 ( 1  999) (“UNE Reinand Order”). 
Dci)loynicnt of Wirclinc Scrvices Orrering Advaiiccd ?’elccominunicatio~is 
- C a l m ,  ‘fliirtl lieport and Order, 14 FCC Kcd 20912 (1999) (“Line Sharing 

I 
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Ol-der”). 



ILEC and its aKiIia(c provide voice and data services, or wlicii an ILEC provides voicc 
sci-vices and a data-only CLEC provides advanced services. To this end, ILECs must 
pi-ovitle splitters on a line-a-a-time basis to enable UNE-P cai-triers Lo ofrct- both voicc 
aiit l data sci-viccs over a custoiiicr’s cxisling local loop. Altliougli this service 
coiiligui-ation is, in  practical atid tecliiiical terms, nearly identical to (Iic “liiic sliariiig” 
dcscribetl in tlic Liiic Sliariii~ Ordcr, i t  l ias come to bc called “line splitling.” i n  light or 
tlic lac( that the CLEC ~~urcliascs and uses tlie entirc loop to provide botli voice mid t l a ~ ; ~  
scrviccs. 

111 i ts  Texas 271 Ordcr, tlic Commission slalcd that i ts  prior ordei-s did not 
explicitly requirc ILECs to pi-ovide the support Tor line splitting that AT&T lias 
requested.’ Tlic Commissioii found, Iiowcvcr, that AT&T’s arguiiicnts on this iiiiportaiil 
issue “merit prompt and thorough consideration,” and tlie Commission “conimit[tetl] lo 
resolving tlicm expediliously” in tlie pending reconsideration of the UNE Reiiianrl 
w- .~  111 order to expctiite t~ i c  Commission’s consideration of tliose issues, A T X ~ T  
submits herewith the followitig materials from CC Docket Nos. 00-04 and 00-65, wliicli 
provide technical, legal, and policy support for AT&T’s position l l i a t  ILECs iiiust provide 
UNE-I‘ CLECs witli the reasonable and nondiscriiiiiiiatory functionalities and processes 
they need, including splitters provided on a line-at-a-time basis, in order to comply witli 
the Act and afford CLECs a incaniiigful opportunity lo compete: 

-~ Applicalion by SUC Coniiiiuiiications Iitc. et d., Tor Provision o f  In-Reyioti, 
IiikILA‘IA Services i n  ’fcxas. CC Dockct No. 00-65: 

. .  
Atiacluuent 1 - Ex Parte Leltcr h l i  James L. Casserly, Counsel for AT&1‘ 
Carp., to Magalie Ronian Salas, Secretary, Federal Communications 
Commission dated June 7, 2000 (legal argument at 1-1 2; policy consideralions 
and need for expedited treatment at 12-14); 

Attachment 2 - Suppleinenlal Responsive Declaration of C. Michael PTau aiid 
Julie S.  Chambers on Bchalfof AT&T, dated June 7,2000 (factual predicate 
foi- legal argumeiit at I -  16; policy considerations and need for expedited 
treatment at 16-20); 

Atlachnient 3 - Supplemental Comments of AT&T in Opposilioii lo SBC’s 
Section 271 Application Tor Texas, dated April 26, 2000 at 10.19 (legal 
argument at 13-1 9; policy considerations and need for expedited treatment at 
10- 12); and 



Attachmelit 4 - Suppleniental Declaration of C. Michael Prau and Julie S. 
Chambers 011 Bchalrol AT&T, dated Apt-il 26,2000 at 1-24 (Taciual predicate 
Tor legal ai-guinent at 8-22; policy considerations and need Tor expedited 
ti-catiiieiit at 22-24). 

Application by SUC Coniiiitinicatioiis Iiic. el (11.. for I’rovision of lii-l<c~ion, 
InterLAIA Services in Texas, CC Docket No. 00-04: 

Attachment 5 - Ex h i - t e  Letter kom James L. Casserly, Counsel Tor AT&T to 
Magalie Roman Salas. Sccrctary, Federal Communications Commission, 
dated Mal-cli 3, 2000 (public version) (legal argument at 1-3); 

Attachment 6 - Comnicnts of AT&T i n  Opposition to Southwesteiii Bell 
Tcleplione Coinpany’s Section 27 I Application for ’l’cxas, dated January 3 I .  
2000 (public version) at 1-5, 9-22 (factual predicate for legal argument at 9- 
16; legal argument at 18-22; policy considerations and need for expedited 
treatment at 16-1 8); and 

Attacliment 7 - Declaration ofC.  Michael Pfau and Julie S. Chanibers on 
BelialfofAT&T, dated Januaiy 31, 2000 at 1-23 (factual predicate for legal 
argument at 4-5, 8-9, 13-23; policy considerations and need for expedited 
treatrneiit at 5- 13). 

The above documents pi-ovide the Commission with ample authority, both i n  law 
and policy, to adopt AT&T’s position. A CLEC has a riglit to the MI and exclusive use 
oftlie loop i t  purchases Troin the ILEC (47 C.F.R. 5 51.309(c)), and is entitled to OSS 
functio~is,~ loop conditioning,6 and C I - O S S - C O ~ ~ ~ C ~ S ~  to assure that it continues to receive 
nondiscriminatory access to UNEs and interconnection, as required by Section 25 1 (c). 
Accordingly, AT&T requests that tlie Coniiiiission clarify that lLECs are required to 
provide splitters to UNE-P CLECs (and other requesting CLECs) on a shared use, line-at- 
a-time basis and to implement all procedures needed to provide UNE-P CLECs wishing 
to offer voice and data services over a single loop with a meaningful opportunity to 
compete against the service packages provided by the ILECs and their affiliates. 

I I .  Line Splittiill: Using CLEC-Supulicd Splitters 

In the event that the Commission does not agree with AT&T’s view that the Act 
and the Commission’s procompetitive policies require ILECs to provide splitters, AT&T 
respectfully urges that the Coinmission clarify tlie ILECs’ obligations when CLECs 
furnish splitters for use i n  line splitting. Specifically, the Texas 271 Order reallinned Illat 

Inii,lcmeiitalioii or (lie Local Comvclitioii Provisions of the Tclecoiiiiiiiiiiicatioiis Act 
of 1996, Fii-st Report and Order (1996) “Local Comuetition Order”), 11 FCC Rcd 
15499, 15765-7G6,II 520; UNE Reman6 Order 1171 425-426. 
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t l ie Coniniission’s cxisting rules “rcquirc iiicunibcnt LECs lo provide requesting cat-riers 
\villi ~ C C C S S  10 loops i n  a iiiaiiiier that allows tlie requesting caii-ier ‘to provide any 
telecommunicalions service that can he ofrered by iiicaiis oftliat network eleiiient.”’8 At 
a i i i i i i i i i iui i i ,  tliercfore, “incumbent LECs Iiave an obligation to permil competing carrims 
to cngagc ii i  line splitting ovcr (lie LJNE-P wlicrc tlic comlicting cai-rier purcliascs t l~c 
elitire loop and provides its own splittcr.”” Moreover, (lie ordci- staled I l ia t  SWBT must 
allow CLECs to use a custonicr’s existing loop to achieve this result.“’ The order does 
not, however, describe t l ie specific proccsscs that S W B T  must o k r ,  or Ihat CLECs must 
follow, to implemenl this competitively vital capability. I t  is critical that these proccsscs 
be made explicit; otlienvisc CLECs will not Iiavc a mcaliingfd opliorlunity to coiiipclc 
against ILECs i n  offering bundles of voice and data services to end users, which has 
become an essential coniponenl of local competition.” 

AI‘tkT’s conceiiis i i i  this rcgartl cover the cntirc rmgc or OSS support necessai-y 
to support linc splitting lor UNB-I’ C‘LECs. CLL‘:Cs t l ial  iinl)lcmciit UNE-I’ lor voicc 
scrviccs must he assured ( I  ) that tlicy will liave simple and casily usablc ordering and 
provisioning proccsscs to add DSL calxibililics to tlicir U N E  loops; (2) tliat they will 
ircccive nondiscriininatoi-y inaintenaiice and repair support Cor Ilicir voice services ancr 
the DSL capabilily is added lo the loop; and (3)  that tlicy will obtain sufficient data on tlic 
ILECs’ performance to assure tliat tlicy are receiving the required support froin ILECs. 
In addition, ILECs must (4) provide CLECs with necessary billing infonnaiion in an 
appropriate and useable format; (5) be prohibited Irom imposing unreasonable conshints 
upoii shared collocation arrangcments bctween voice and data CLECs; and ( 6 )  not cliargc 

. excessive rates for the work they do i n  iinplemcnling line splitting. Finally, (7) ILECs 
must not be allowed to tear apart existing service ai-rangemenls, or impose a collocation 
requirement to coinbiiie network elements, when there is no technical need to do so. 
Although AT&T believes that this altcniative is far less eficicnt than having t l ie ILEC 
provide the splitter, and does not h l ly  address tlie discrimination and other legal issues 
AT&T has raised, Attachment 8 sels forth the niiiiiniuin operational requireineiils Illat are 
neccssaiy if ILECs are permitted to require disassembly o f  existing UNE-P coiiibinations 
and rcquire the use o r a  CLEC-supplied splitler i n  a CLEC’s collocation space when DSL 
capabilities are added to, or provided with, a U N E  loop. 

* Texas 271 Ordcrll 325 (citation omilted). 
Id. (citation omitted). 

SBC Communications, liic., “Sti-ong Rcveiiuc, Wireless and Data Growth Powcc- 
SBC’s Second-Quarter Performance,” SBC News Release at 1-2 (July 20, 2000) 
(touting strong data and DSL scrvice growth i n  tlie second quarter, tlie Iircss relcasc 
quotes SBC Chairman and CEO Edward Wliitacre: “[wle continue to execute our 
business plan with passion and pui-pose, wliich is to completely Iransforin SBC and ils 
companies into a data-centric business capable of becoming the only connnuiiicalions 
source our custoiners will evcr need”); see also Fortune, June 12, 2000. “Wh tlie 

“[b]roadbaiid will be indispcnsable, and it’s going to happen pretty quickly. . . . I( will 
bc as basic as teleplionc scrvicc”). 

9 
- 
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As an initial matter, i t  is iniporlant to irecognize that Ilici-e are no practical 01- 

Icchnical difrcrenccs i i i  (lie work necessary lo pi-ovitle access to a looli Tor l l ie pui-poses 0 1  
suppoi-ling line sliai-ing or line splittiiig. especially wlicn (lie CLEC intist provitlc tllc 
splittcr. I n  the latkr case --just as i n  line sliai-ing -- a CLEC obtains access to tlie DSL 
capaliility orall existing 1001~ by having Ilic ILEC ( I  ) cross-connecl (lie custonicr’s loop 
to ii collocation that contains a splitter and (2) cross-connect the voice output fi-om the 
spliltcr to the switch port on tlie ILAC circuil swilch. In  both cascs, voice service is 
provided using tlie ILEC’s loop, switcliiiig, signaling, and transport elements. Moreover, 
i n  hot11 cases tlie DSL service is orrered by a carrier that lias obtained access to l l i e  high 
frcqiiency spcclrum (“IIFS”) o r  an lLEC loop and provides lo ilself or obtains fi-oni a 
tliird party packet switching riuictionality. In  Pact, (lie only significant difTerenec between 
liiic sharing and this type or line slilitting is the identity o f  tlie carrier providing voice 
scimice to the end user cusloincr - a competitively important bul runctionally nieaninglcss 
distiiiction. 

From a runctional slandpoint, the Commission lias consislently defined an 
iuibuiidled network element as including “all or [its] reatures, filnclions, atid capabililics, 
i i i  a niaiiner tliat allows tlie requesting telecoinmunications carrier to provide 
tclccomintinications service that can be OTkred by m a n s  or tliat element.”’2 There can 
be no dispute that the purpose of providing access to a loop’s HFS is identical i n  both liiic 
dial-ing and line splitting: I~lFS access is a sine qua noli to provide data services to end 
users. Tlius, there is no basis to apply difkrent rules 10 CLECs’ ability to obtain access 
to IHFS, regardless orwlietlier the IIFS will be used in a line sharing or line splitting 
amangement. 

Froin a legal standpoint, the Cominission lias also consistently interpreted Section 
25 I (c)(3) to requii-e that competitive carriers’ access to unbundled network elements 
must be iiondiscriiniiiatory in two directions. First, all CLECs are entitled to 
nondiscriminatory access to UNEs measured against the ILEC’s (or i t s  affiliate’s) access 
to such eleinents. IU cases where (liere is no reasonable ILEC analog, CLECs are entitled 
to access tliat provides tliein a “meaningrul opportunity to e o ~ n p e t e . ~ ~ ~ ’  Second, a11 

47 C.F.R. 9: 5 1.307(c) emphasis added); see also Local Coinmlitioii Order 11 382 
(“sonic modification o f - .  incumbent LEC facilities” is required by 5 25 l(e)(3)); 
Ai~iilication by Bell Atlantic New Yolk for Authorization Under Section 27 1 of the 
Communications Act To Provide In-Regioii, InterLATA Service iii tlie State of New m, CC Dockel No. 99-295, FCC 99-404, (rel. December 22, 1999)(“New York 
27 1 Order”) 11 271 (an ILEC “must also provide access to any functionality of  tlie 

I 2  

loop requested by 
9 51.309(a) (an 
rcqucsts for, or tlie 
o f  a requesting ~clccommunications carrier to o f k r  a ~elceomniunicatioiis service i n  
the iiianner the requesting telecoinmunications carrier intends”). 
Local Coinwtition Order 11 3 12. The Coinmission has stated that tlie “meaningful 
opportunity lo compete” standard is not intended to be a weaker test than tlie 
“substantially the same time and manner” standard. New York 271 Order 11 45. 
Rather i t  serves as a proxy Tor whether access is being provided i n  substantially (l ie 
same t h e  and niaiiner” and, thus, nondiscriminatory. 

unless i t  is not technically feasible”); 47 C.F.R. 
ose “limitations, restrictions, or requirements on 

network elements that woultl imjmir the ability 

13 
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I 4  CLECs are elititled to nondiscriminatory keahiietit vis-&vis each otlier. 
Scctioii 25 I (c)(3) rcquircs that access to network elcnients ini tst he subject to .just and 
I-rasoiiable terms aiid conditio~is.‘~ Given the technical and fuiictional equivalence of line 
sliaritig and liiic spliltiiig -- including wlieii the ILEC does not provide (lie splitkt- -- tlicrc 
are Lwo obvious analogs that should h e  used to eslablisli the baseline I-equii-enieiits for iui 

liLl,X:’s supporl for line splilliiig: ( I )  the s~ippoi-1 an ILEC provides to itsellor its data 
al’filiatc wlicii i L  offers a comhincd voiccldata packagc to cnd users aiitl (2) tlic suppoi-1 
tlic ILEC provides to data CLECs (hat are engaged i n  line sliaring. Tile requiretiieiits 
identilied in Attachment 8 are firiiily rooted in these and related legal pi-inciplcs, as 
explained in more detail below. 

Fui-thei-niorc. 

\ 6 

OSS-liclated Operational Rcquireiiients (Sectioiis I-IV) 

Items 1.A and 1.B of Attachment 8 are iiecessaiy to eslablisli an efficient OSS 
process to support non-Tacilities-based CLECs’ access lo tlie HFS portion of the loop 
nccded Lo support DSL service.I7 As described in  I.A, these requirenients seek c c p l  
trcatinent with that orfei-ed to a data CLEC or the ILEC’s data affiliate. The iiitcgratioii 
rcqiiircniciit i n  1.C simply ccliocs tlie Commission’s consistent concern that elcctroiiic 
preorderitig and ordering systems must be capable or operating in an integrated iiiaiiner. 
so as to avoid unneccssary service delays atid problems both for the CLEC aiid end itscr 
customers. 
CLEC: will receive IIFS access t l ial i s  cqual i i i  quality to that offcrcd to olhcr DSL 
providei-s. I ”  

14 Siniilai-ly, 1.D and tlie latter portion of1.E. assure that the line splitling 

Items 1.E through 1.H are examples o f  unreasonable ILEC practices that have 
occurred iti tlie past and must not hc allowed lo affecl the provisioii orDSL service. V i e  
Coniniission should make clear that the statutory prohibition on unreasonable practices in 
both Sections 25 I (c)(3) antl 20 I (b) forbids t h e  and similar anticompetitive practices. 
The initial portion of1.E. forbids lLECs from requiring that CLECs request (and pay for) 

Local Coriiw3ition Order 11 3 12; see also id. 11 3 I G. 

When an ILEC providcs voice servicc atid its data arfiliate Iiovidcs data scrvicc, (lie 
arraiigeincnl is defincd as “liiic sIiat-inLi;‘ under the terms ogtlle Line Sliariiic Order (at 
71 17). When an ILEC provides both t e voice and data services by itself, the 
arrangetnent is more pro erly defined as line splittin because tlie ILEC cannot 
“share” a loop with itself! Line splitting by CLECs, it owever, may involve two 
carriers, one o f  which purchases the entiie loop to provide voice service antl the otlier 
o f  which provides data service pursuant to a commercial arrangement with the voice 
carrier. 

14 

l 5  - ld.11315. 
I 6  

17 

I 8  

I” 47 USC 251(C)(2)(C). 

6 



J 
. 

I 
loop qtialilicatioii inlot-niation iii all cases. ’Iliei-c are inany situations in  wli icl i suc l~  l o q l  
qualilication is  unneccssary, u., when the customer already i s  receiving data scrvice 
over i t s  existing 
uni-casonahlc. Likcwisc. 1.1; prccludes ILECs from requiring CLECs to re-suhniit 
inForm;ilion that i s  already i n  the 1LEC’s possession, an iinreasonablc practice (hat iiot 
only increases CLEC costs but creates significant opportunities Tor errors and 
provisioiiing delays. 

Tlius, a niandatoiy loop quaIifica(ion requii-enicnt WOUICI be 

I t e m  1.G i s  necded to prevenl ILECs from claiining (hat the loop-collocation- 
switch port coiifiguralion n i u s l  be lreatctl as a “designed” scrvice, wliicli lypically takcs 
longcr to implement and may involve engineei-ing antl cquipnient Ilia( is gencrally not 
rcquired lor I’UI‘S (b., non-ticsigned service). In Tact, this exact scrvicc conliguration is  
used to support l i i ic sliaring (in all its Torms) antl l ine splitling wlicn the II.,IIC splits tlic 
line for itself. l’lius, i t  clearly requires no special design work. Finally, 1.11 is  nccessury 
to assure that JLECs cannot creale unreasonable roadblocks to line splilting wlicn I11ci-e 
are two CLECs involved. A UNE-P CLEC must purchase an entire loop i n  order lo 
providc voice service to tl ie end user. However, i n  many cases, thal CLEC w i l l  no1 have 
the necessary racililies in place to enable i t  to provide DSL services lo its end users 
without obtaining certain capabilities from others. For example, tlie voice CLEC. inay 
wcl l  he able to rcacli a commercial arrangement wi th  a data carrier to use tlie latter’s 
Tacililies to provide DSL service over the IlFS o f i l s  customcr’s loop. In those situ a I ’  1011s. 

( l ie data carricr wi l l  own Ilic splittcr and be perrorining tlie work neccssai-y lo split (lie 
loop iii its collocation. Accordingly, i t  is appropi-iate that tlic data carricr placc t l ie  ortlcrs 
lo reconfigure the customer’s service ar-rangements with the 1LEC. As long as the voice 
CLEC (t l ie owner o f the  loop) has authorized the data CLEC l o  place sucli orders 011 i ts  
behalf (Tor example, by  allowing the data CLEC to use its AECN), the ILEC sliould not 
be pemiitted to reject such orders simply because they come from a different soui-ce. 
Indeed, CLECs frequenlly use multiple AECNs, among other things, to allow for 
invoicing in a specific mannei-. Thus, ILECs should readily be able to accommodate sticli 
an approach. 

Itcni I1 addresses the necd to assure Ilia1 ILECs provide noiidiscrimiiialoly 
ti-ca(inciit with rcspect to tlic maintenance and i-epair (“M&R’) of voice scivices oil U N E  
loops that must pass llirougli CLEC splitters. The ILEC provides similar support to its 
own voice customers wlicn i t  sliares (or splits) a loop with itselfor sliares the loop with a 
data carrier. Moreover, M&R activities for the voice service are performed with an 
orientation to tlie telephone number of the voice service. W E - P  carriei-s who are forced 
into similar arrangements are entitled to tlie same treatment, without wholesale change to 
the maintenance procedures and interraces, pi-ovidetl they arrange for [ l ie use ofsplilters 
that are compatible wi th  industry standards. Indeed, i t  would be anticoinpetilive in tlie 
cxtreine iTILECs could, on the one hand, Torce CLECs to provide spliltcrs lo access HFS 
and, on the other hand, refuse to provide the CLECs’ end users wi th  noiidiscrimiiiatory 
M&R support, simply because the LLEC has rerused lo insert the splitter inlo tlie loop. 



Tlie Coinmissioii has long recogiiizcd tliat aii ILEC’s pcrloriiiancc of its hasic 
OSS obligations cannot hc I-cvicwcd iii [lie abseiicc or“cleai- ai i t l  precise IvxToi-lnancc 
iiie;isurciiictits” tliat tracks and i i ici lsures its progress. 
rcquirciiicii ts rieetlcd to pcr[hriii s d i  iiicasui-ciiicnts. Since ILECs Iiave (prcsucn;lhly) 
imlilcmciitctl pcrf(wmaiicc plans to track their pcrfomiancc for l i i ic sliariiig with data 
CLECs. tliese reqriircineiits should b e  uiicontroversial. 1IJ.A simply requires the 
development of a11 iiidicator tliat w i l l  enahlc ILECs lo track their perfoiwalice of I-IFS- 
related functions wlieii a UNE-P carricr requests line splitting. l l i i s  i s  a standard OSS 
requirement needed to providc appropriate disaggregation, so tliat valid perlotm:ilice 
coiiiparisoiis can be made.z2 1II.U lists llie type orperTorinance that i i iust be tracked mid 
mcasurcd. With only one cxccptioii (retail customer voice service iiitcri-iiptioii. which is  
obviously vital and directly comparable to iiieasiireinents used for loop hot cuts), a l l  of 
the othcr measures were rccciitly suppoi-ted by  SBC in an ex parte filing niade oii July 13, 
2000.2’ 1II.C merely requires tlie I LEC to provide comparative data tliat slioriltl he 
available as a result oTtlic ILLC’s iniplcincnlatioii or  its line sliariiig obligalioiis i i i d  arc 
iicccssary to comparc against its performance ill support of line splitting. Finally. 111.13 
would place the burden on tlie ILEC to impleineiit any changes to its OSS to support l i n e  
splitting (which slioultl be vcry ininor) promptly. 

21 Items 1ll.A-C set out hasic 

items 1V.A througli 1V.G sct Tot-th UNE-I’ CLECs’ operatioiial b i l l i i ig nectls 
associated with line spl i t t i~ ig. ’~ These are necessary to assure that (a) CLECs have the 
itifonriation tlicy nccd to b i l l  for bot11 voicc and data scrviccs; (b) the data w i l l  he 
delivered i n  a usable mainier without tlie need for additional systems developuient: a i d  

. .  (c) ILECs wi l l  cooperate in assuring that elements used to support data services will be 
billet1 to tl ie appropriate CLEC. 

Collocation-Relatcd Rcquireincnts (Section V) 

Itenis V.A through V.E are nccessary to support tlie provisioning o f t l i i s  rorm o f  
line splitting when tlie facilities used to provide the DSL service are operated by  a carrier 
otlicr I I iai i  ( l ie UNE-P CLLC (g discussion of 1.11 abovc). In such cases, tlie two 
CLECs wi l l  be operating under a negotiated commercial arrangement that niay iuvolve, 
for cxaniplc, sliarcd usc or tlic data CLEC’s equipment, collocation space, teriiiiiiatiug 

Ai i~ i l icat ion or Aiiieritcch Michigan Pursuaiil lo Scclion 27 1 of the Comiiiunicatioiis 
Act o f  1934, as Amended, To Provide In-Renion, In terLATA Services in MichiEan, 
12 FCC Rcd 20543,20655-20656,lI 209 (1997) (“[cllear and precise perforniance 
ineasurements are critical to eiisuring that competing carriers are receiving tl ie quality 
o f  access to which they are entitled”). 
See, e.&, BellSouth Sccoiid Louisiana Order, 11 11 I; BellSoulli South Carolina Order, 
1111 101. 102 & 11.306. 
E x  Parte Letter fiain Austin Schlick, counsel for SBC Cominuriicalions, Inc. to 
Lawrence Stricklintr. Cliicf. Conimon Carrier Bureau. Federal Coiiimunications 

21 

12 

23 

Commission, Aiii&tions lo r  Consetit~lo the Trar is fe r~d  Contlbl oPLicenses a d  
Section 2 14 Authorizations horn Aiiierilech Corporation to SBC Coiiiii iuiiicatioiis~ 
h., CC Docket No. 98.141, ASD File No. 99-49, datedluly L3,2000. 
See Local Compctitioii Order 1\11 316, 525; UNE Rcmand Order 11 425. 2J - 
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li-anics a d o r  intcr-frame connecting Licilities. As a resull. thc CLECs need assutmcc 
t h a t  the ILEC will not obstruct theii- ability to inipleiiient sucli agi-eeinenls. 

Items V.A thi-ough V.C arc directly supported by the Commission's Collocalion 
o h ,  wliicli expressly allows CI.ECs to sI1ai-e collocations?' V . A  and V.H preclude tIic 
I L K  from impinging on tlie CLIICs' sharing arrangements for physical collocation. as 
long as no additional ILEC work is neerlctl to creak and power the collocation space. 
V.C similarly requires ILECs to support sliared virtual collocation ai~aiigemenls, 
provided only (hat the initially collocating CLEC executes appropriate letters of 
authorization for the sharing CLEC. 

Item V.D assures that I L K S  will perform the in-office wiring nccessai-y to 
suppoi-t shared collocation arrangements used to provide voice and data services on a 
single loop. Since this is the same wiring uscd to support line sharing (or line splitling 
for the ILEC itself), i t  is clearly required by the tiondiscrimination obligalions ofSectior1 
25 I (c)(3). Finally, V.E prevents ILECs from using interlocutory legal challenges relating 
to collocations to disrupt existing shared collocation arrangements. 

I'rieiu~-Rclakxl llcquii-cnicnts (Scetion V1) 

Items V1.A and V1.B assume Ilia1 an ILEC is entitled to recover its costs for 
perforniing the cross-coiiticct work iiecessary to implcment line splitting. However. all 
charges for such work must bc subject to the pricing requirements of Seclioii 252(tl)( I ) .  
Moreover, because the actual work done to support line splitting is identical to that used 
to support line shariiig. the noiirliscriiiiinatioii obligation of Section 25 l(c)(3) requires 
that the ILEC meet a heavy burden to support any higher charges for line splitting. 
Moreover, the ILEC sliould not be allowed to delay tlie provisioning of line splitting 
pciiding resolution or any pricing disputes. 

Other Requirements 

Items VILA and V1I.B are rooted in the principles of Rule 5 1.315(b), which 
prohibits an ILEC from separating network elements that it currently combines. These 
rcquirements also facilitatc line splitting that involves two cooperating CLECs. Botli 
involve situations i n  which there is no need to change any of tbe facilities arrangenienls 
serving the customer, because the CLECs will use those identical facilities to provide 
service to the end user. I n  such cases, the ILEC sliould be required to implement such 
requests through records-only changes, and those changes should be implemented 
cxpediiiously and inexpensively, and without service disruption. Finally, VI1.C simply 
restates (he Commission's long-held view that ILECs may not insist that CLECs employ 
collocation to connect unbundled network elenieiils iTno additional functionality will be 
added in the collocatioii.'" 

Dcnloyincnt of Wireline Serviccs Orfering Advanced 'l'clcco~iimur~icalions 
Capability, First Report and Order, 14 FCC 4761,4784 11 41 (1999). 
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I n  sum, 0 1 1  the basis of thc nialcrial i i i  Attaclinicnts 1-7, AT&T requesls Ilia1 tlie 
Coiiimission require ILECs to cooperate fully iii enabling UNE-P CLECs to provide 
voice and data services ovcr a singlc loop as swillly, seanilcssly, 1-cliahly, and 
economically as when an I L K  an ils affiliate provide voice and data services, or when 
an JLEC provides voice serviccs and a data-only CLEC provides advanced services. To 
best do so, the Comniission sl~ould rcqtiirc ILECs to supply splitters on a line-at-a-time 
basis in a cominercially rcasonable manner. Moreovci-, to Ihc extetit that UNE-P CLECs 
obtain line splitling through the use of non-ILEC splitters, tlie Coiiiniission should make 
i t  clear that JLECs must coniply with tlie operational rcquirements described in 
Attaclimeiil 8. 

An original and two copies of lliis lclter are being subniitletl pursuant lo Seclion 
1.1206 (b) of the Conmission's rules. Please insert one copy into the public record o f  
CC Dockel Nos. Y6-98 and 98- 147. 

Very ti-uly yours, 

Frank S. Sinione 

Attachments 

cc: M. Carey 
.I. Carr 
M. Egler 
J .  Jennings 
J .  Nuechterlein 
J. Rosenworeel 
J .  Stanley 


